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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection(s) of the claim(s) have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made as set forth 
below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1, 5-12, 16-19, and 28, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kim et al. (6104753), (hereinafter referred to as "Kim") in view of 
Demos (672831 7) in further view of Kimura et al. (56941 73) in further view of Jones et 
al. (5689698), (hereinafter referred to as "Jones"). 

Regarding claims 1,11, and 28, Kim discloses an apparatus that relates to 
a HDTV video decoder (Kim: column 1, lines 7-10). This apparatus comprises 
"decoding I and P pictures by processing the interlaced scanning formatted 
pictures on a macroblock bases using four of eight DCT coefficients in the 
horizontal and vertical directions" (Kim: figure 3, column 8, lines 15-20), 
"discarding a field from the interlaced scanning formatted decoded pictures to 
generate progressive scanning pictures" (Kim: column 8, lines 40-45, wherein 
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the field discarding is removing the data on even line positions) and "decimating 
the progressive picture in the horizontal direction by performing Vi 
downsampling" (Kim: column 6, lines 64-66). However, this apparatus lacks the 
decision and encoding means and the coefficients being low range coefficients 
as claimed. Demos teaches that it would be desirable to provide enhancements 
to resolution and image clarity (Demos: column 2, lines 7-10). To help provide 
this, Demos discloses an apparatus comprising "determining picture types that 
includes I, P, and B pictures and discarding B pictures from the input information" 
(Demos: column 19, lines 4-8), "selecting fields to convert a picture having 1/2 
resolution to a picture having 1/2 in the horizontal direction and a resolution of 
1/4 in the vertical direction" (Demos: column 34, lines 30-55) and "encoding the 
decimated pictures according to the MPEG-4 standard to generate the output 
having a resolution of % x % of the input" (Demos: column 34, lines 30-35). 
Kimura teaches that prior art encoding systems cannot select the special display 
or the normal display of a part or entirety of a picture (Kimura: column 8, lines 
64-67). To help alleviate this problem, Kimura discloses "low range coefficients" 
(Kimura: column 17, lines 54-67, wherein only the low range coefficients are 
used). Jones teaches that UDF's allow the conversion of MPEG-2 to MPEG-4 
(Jones: column 10, lines 35-44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the 
apparatus disclosed by Kim, add the enhancement techniques taught by Demos, 
add the low-range coefficients taught by Kimura, and add the conversion taught 
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by Jones in order to obtain an apparatus that provides the best picture quality 
possible. 

Regarding claim 12, Kim discloses "the decimating means performs 1 /> 
downsampling in horizontal direction and output has resolution of % for both the 
horizontal and vertical directions" (Kim: column 6, lines 64-66). 

Regarding claim 5, note the examiners rejection for claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 6, Kim discloses "a variable length decoder and IDCT" 
(Kim: figure 2). 

Regarding claim 7, Kim discloses "the IDCT means is associated with the 
field mode and applies IDCT to DCT coefficients of four horizontal and vertical 
coefficients of eight horizontal and vertical DCT coefficients" (Kim: figure 9, item 
31). 

Regarding claims 8-10, although not disclosed, it would have been 
obvious to apply field separation to the DCT coefficients (Official Notice). Doing 
so would have been obvious in order to process the correct video data. 

Regarding claim 16, Kim discloses "the filter is a half-band filter" (Kim: 
figure 9). 

Regarding claim 17, Kim discloses "the filter calculates coefficients 
equivalent to a series of interpolation operations to apply the coefficients 
direction to pixel values depending on values of the motion vector" (Kim: figure 
9, figure 30, column 17, lines 15-35). 
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Regarding claims 18-19, Kim discloses "the motion compensation means 
virtually creates pixels as necessary outside the picture frame by way of a 
filtering processing operation" (Kim: column 10, lines 15-25, wherein the half 
pixel or pel is the result of the virtual pixels). 

2. Claims 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim et al. (6104753), (hereinafter referred to as "Kim") in view of Demos (6728317) in 
further view of Kimura et al. (56941 73) in further view of Jones et al. (5689698), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Jones") in further of Staver et al. (5463569), (hereinafter 
referred to as "Staver"). 

Regarding claims 13-15, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in 
addition, claims 1 3-1 5 differ from claim 1 in that claims 1 3-1 5 further require a 
double interpolation filter. Staver teaches that a sharper cutoff in frequency may 
be achieved by using a double interpolation filter (Staver: column 6, lines 21-24). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to implement the double interpolation filter 
taught by Staver in order to obtain an apparatus that can easily achieve a sharp 
cutoff in frequency. 

3. Claims 21 -24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim et al. (6104753), (hereinafter referred to as "Kim") in view of Demos (6728317) in 
further view of Kimura et al. (56941 73) in further view of Jones et al. (5689698), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Jones") in further view of Katayama et al. (5621826), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Katayama"). 
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Regarding claims 21-24, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in 
addition, claims 21 -24 differ from claim 1 in that claims 21-24 further require 
converting to a picture containing % resolution in both directions. Katayama 
teaches that data reduction using conventional methods results in the loss of 
information (Katayama: column 2, lines 28-30). To help alleviate this problem, 
Katayama discloses "converting an interlaced picture having Vi resolution in both 
directions to a picture having a resolution of 1 /> horizontal % vertical and then to % 
for both directions" (Katayama: figures 2 and 1 1 , wherein the converting is the 
two stage process. After the first iteration, the picture has a resolution of 1 /> 
horizontal % vertical. After the second iteration/pass the picture has % resolution 
in both directions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the data reduction 
method taught by Katayama in order to prevent the loss of data. 
4. Claims 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim et al. (6104753), (hereinafter referred to as "Kim") in view of Demos (6728317) in 
further view of Kimura et al. (56941 73) in further view of Jones et al. (5689698), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Jones") in further view of Kondo (5835138). 

Regarding claims 26-27, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in 
addition, claims 26-27 differ from claim 1 in that claims 26-27 further require a 
synthesized motion vector. Kondo teaches that the motion vector due to the 
camera shake cannot be correctly detected (Kondo: column 2, lines 15-20). To 
help alleviate this problem Kondo discloses "synthesizing the motion vector" 
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(Kondo: column 10, lines 16-23). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement 
the synthesized motion vector taught by Kondo in order to obtain an apparatus 
that can correctly identify motion vectors and correct camera shaking from 
blurring the image. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID CZEKAJ whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7327. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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